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BACKGROUND

City Council Study Session—September 14, 2010

The purpose of the Study Session was to provide an update on the MVGBC process and
receive feedback on the overall proposed approach. At this meeting, staff presented an
overview of green building concepts and a framework for the MVGBC. This framework was
based on the Santa Clara County Cities Association Green Building Collaborative's Phase II
Recommendation (see Attachment 1—Phase II Recommendations), which is a reference guide
for applying third-party green building standards to various building types and is intended
to provide consistency of private green building standards within the County. Staff also
developed the framework from input from the MVGBC's Technical Advisory Group and from
internal staff criteria. The Study Session staff report summarizes the proposed MVGBC
development process and staff's recommended approach to the requirements, verification
process and incentives (see Attachment 2—City Council Study Session Staff Report,
September 14, 2010).

At this meeting, Councilmembers asked for additional information on the following topics
(see Attachment 3—Study Session Minutes, September 14, 2010); staff responses are included
in italics:

e  Existing Apartments: How can the MVGBC encourage owners of existing apartment
buildings to make green building improvements?

Staff and the TAG members think that outreach targeting multiple-family property owners with
information on rebate programs for water and energy reduction and the use of green building
products would be beneficial. However, additional requirements targeting existing apartments
would not be effective. Typically, apartment building improvements involve minor upgrades to
maintain the building; i.e., water heater and furnace replacements, reroofing, general mainte-
nance and other minor repairs as needed. The Building Division currently enforces the State
Building Code’s minimum mandatory energy efficiency requirements when apartment units are
remodeled or equipment is replaced. Typically, any landscaping modifications are captured by the
Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance. Additional green building requirements focused
on interior improvements such as finishes and low-water-use fixtures would likely deter property
owners from the permit process and create enforcement issues. Therefore, staff does not recom-
mend additional green building requirements for apartment buildings.

e  Residential Remodels: Are there any improvements that can be required for residential
remodels?

The Building Division enforces State-mandated minimum energy efficiency standards when
homes are remodeled or equipment replaced. By complying with current codes, the energy
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efficiency of the existing house increases incrementally over time. Staff is concerned that adding
green building or energy efficiency requirements for minor projects that are above and beyond the
minimum State code might cause owners to avoid the permitting process due to added costs.
Local building departments around the State are struggling with the lack of permits being
obtained for equipment replacements like water heaters, furnaces and air conditioners. Staff
worked with consultants to determine a threshold where energy improvements are reasonable,
technically feasible and do not expand the proposed scope of work.

e  Costs: Can staff provide additional cost information for green building improvements
for private development?

Cost information has been provided under the Costs to Private Development Section of this
report.

e  Training: Will staff receive green building-related training?

Green building-related training for staff will be provided with $5,000 from the Fiscal

Year 2009-10 budget earmarked for training. Staff is still developing the scope for this training,
but it will likely include both introductory and advanced green building concepts relevant to
Planning, Building and Public Works staff. Continual staff training can be accomplished
internally and within the Community Development Department’s existing training budget.

Development of the MVGBC: Public Outreach and Comments

After the Council Study Session, staff drafted the proposed MVGBC and performed
additional outreach.

On November 5, 2010, two outreach meetings were held for contractors specializing in
smaller building projects such as residential remodels. The purpose of these meetings was to
receive input on how the proposed MVGBC might impact their business and their ability to
comply with the requirements. The 11 attendees did not have major comments or issues with
the proposed MVGBC.

On December 8, 2010, staff met with MVGBC Technical Advisory Group (TAG) members to
discuss the draft ordinance. A main discussion topic was staff's proposed "meet the intent" of
a rating system approach to verification. Some members questioned why formal third-party
certification was not being required and felt that the formal certification process ensures
consistent review and reliability that the standards are achieved. They noted that "meeting
the intent" is not a meaningful documentation of performance. Other members commented
that the recommended approach of "meeting the intent" of the rating system is a good first
step to improved green building standards.
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Other outreach efforts included staff discussions on the proposed MVGBC standards with
applicants currently in the City's development review process; posting information on the
City's web site and in the Community Development Department; and publishing an
announcement in The View newsletter.

The Silicon Valley Leadership Group (SVLG) reviewed the proposed MVGBC and has
submitted a letter of support (see Attachment 4—Letter from SVLG). The SVLG helped form
the Santa Clara County Cities Association's Green Building Collaborative, which has
provided direction for cities to consider as they develop their own green building ordinances.

ANALYSIS
MVGBC: Green Building Requirements

The proposed MVGBC amends the State's CalGreen Code to administer local green building
standards and requirements for new construction, residential additions and commercial /
industrial tenant improvements for private development. The amendments also clarify
existing mandatory CalGreen requirements to be consistent with existing City regulations
(see Attachment 5—Ordinance—MVGBC Amendments).

The proposed MVGBC references third-party rating systems LEED® (Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design) and GPR (GreenPoint Rated), and requires affected projects to
attain a specific amount of points based on an itemized checklist of green building measures
from the respective rating system. As discussed at the Study Session, these rating systems
were selected because they are commonly used, marketable and many developers already
have staff trained in these systems. The project thresholds and point requirements recom-
mended by staff are based on our current development review process, current and
foreseeable project types, TAG input and the Phase II recommendations.

Additionally, projects regulated by the proposed MVGBC will be required to exceed the
2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and comply with the mandatory requirements of
~ the State's 2010 CalGreen Code. These requirements correspond with points in the LEED”
and GPR systems and work towards meeting the respective minimum point totals. The
proposed energy requirements are based on construction feasibility and cost-effectiveness as
identified by our consultants and on third-party incentive or rebate programs that require
specific energy efficiency above the 2008 Standard.

The proposed MVGBC also includes a list of prescriptive requirements for residential
additions and nonresidential tenant improvements that focus on energy reduction, water
reduction and the use of low VOC products. Staff has proposed to focus on these
requirements for additions and tenant improvements because they do not expand the

'LEED is a trademark owned by the U.S. Green Building Council.
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proposed scope of work, are cost-effective or cost-neutral, reduce the use of resources, or
improve indoor air quality.

The proposed MVGBC applies energy and green building requirements per building type and
threshold, as shown in the table below:

PROPOSED MANDATORY GREEN BUILDING REQUIREMENTS

Green Building Standard and
Project Type Energy Requirement' Requirement

RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS (SINGLE-FAMILY, MULTI-FAMILY)

New Construction

New Residential < 5 units 15% above Title 24, Part 6 | Mandatory CalGreen Requirements
New Residential > 5 units 15% above Title 24, Part 6 | Meet the intent of 70 GreenPoint Rated
points and Mandatory CalGreen
Requirements

Additions’ (applies to conditioned space only)
Additions 21,000 square feet 10% above Title 24, Part 6 | Mandatory CalGreen Requirements:
Sec. 4.303 (Indoor Water Use)
Sec. 4.504 (Pollutant Control)

MIXED-USE PROJECTS

New Construction

New Residential < 5 units and 15% above Title 24, Part 6 | Residential and Nonresidential criteria
New Nonresidential for Residential; as applicable to each component of the
Use < 25,000 square feet 10% above Title 24, Part 6 project.

for Nonresidential
New Residential > 5 units and 15% above Title 24, Part 6
New Nonresidential for Residential;
Use 225,000 square feet 10% above Title 24, Part 6

for Nonresidential

NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS (INCLUDE HOTEL’)

New Construction®

New Nonresidential 10% above Title 24, Part 6 Mandatory CalGreen Requirements
Buildings < 5,000 square feet

New Nonresidential Buildings 10% above Title 24, Part 6 | Meet the intent of LEED® Certified and
5,000 to 25,000 square feet Mandatory CalGreen Requirements
New Nonresidential 10% above Title 24, Part 6 Meet the intent of LEED” Silver and
Buildings > 25,000 square feet Mandatory CalGreen Requirements
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Tenant Improvements

Tenant Improve- 10% above Title 24, Part 6 | Mandatory CalGreen Requirements:
ments 215,000 square feet with a for Lighting Only Section 5.303 (Indoor Water Use)
$100,000 construction valuation Section 5.504 (Pollutant Control)

where the scope of work includes
any of the following: (1) requires
a Title 24 energy calculation;

{2) the replacement or addition of
any plumbing fixtures and/or
interior finish materials

(i.e., carpeting, paint, etc.).

1. On-site generation of renewable energy in an amount equivalent to the required reductions may be used
as an alternate means to meet the local energy requirement. Energy production shall be determined
through use of the CECPV Calculator provided by the California Energy Commission.

2. For high-rise residential buildings {over three stories in height) and hotels, plug and lighting energies can
be deducted from both the standard and proposed building when conducting the Title 24, Part 6 energy
calculations.

3. Residential additions that include interior alterations may use the total area (in square feet) of
improvements in the Title 24 energy calculations and may account for energy efficiency upgrades that
already exist in the structure, assuming the upgrades comply with the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards.

4. New shell construction with minimally installed systems are required to attain the following energy
requirements above Title 24, Part 6: Cold Shell (no HVAC and no lighting)—5% or Warm Shell (includes
HVAC and no lighting)—7%.

Verification

The proposed MVGBC does not require formal certification from a third-party organization.
Instead, projects will be required to be designed and constructed to "meet the intent” of a
third-party rating system. This approach aims to achieve environmental benefits while
minimizing the administrative costs, enforcement issues and project review times associated
with formal certification. This approach is consistent with most cities' green building
ordinance policies and is one of the verification methods specified in the Phase II
recommendations.

The MVGBC can be enforced and administered within our current process. For residential
additions and nonresidential tenant improvements, the applicant can demonstrate compli-
ance by incorporating the requirements into the building permit submittal documentation.
For new construction projects, this process will require a green building professional with an
industry license submitting the green building checklist, project construction documentation
and specifications demonstrating compliance, and a letter describing that the project has been
designed to meet requirements of the ordinance. Trained staff members will review the
documentation for compliance. The City currently utilizes plan check consulting services
with personnel already trained in LEED® and GPR.
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Incentives

Incentives are not included within the proposed MVGBC. In most instances, incentives such
as expedited processing or cost adjustments would not result in meaningful incentives for a
developer. However, the General Plan update process has identified draft policy language
that incentivizes highly sustainable development. To implement this, a proposed General
Plan action item could be used to develop a range of highly sustainable performance meas-
ures for the North Bayshore and East Whisman change areas. These measures could be
required for new development projects that propose to exceed a certain "base" floor area ratio.

Costs to Private Development: Cost-Effectiveness Study and Incremental Cost Analysis

Staff worked with Global Green USA, a green building consultant, and Gary Farber &
Associates, an energy consultant, to conduct a Cost-Effectiveness Analysis to analyze the
additional costs associated with improved energy performance for prototypical building
types (see Attachment 6—Cost-Effectiveness Analysis). The prototypical building types are
based on analysis of existing building types and anticipated future development types within
the City. The Cost-Effectiveness Analysis demonstrates that all of the prototypical buildings
analyzed in the study have a payback period of less than 15 years and a positive return on
investment over a 15-year period, except for small retail and medium-size office buildings,
which have a 16.7- and 17.7-year payback period, respectively. In California, the CEC
identifies an acceptable payback period as 30 years or less. In February 2011, staff submitted
the draft MVGBC to the CEC and received informal feedback that the energy requirements
and Cost-Effectiveness Analysis meet their criteria.

Global Green USA also prepared a Green Building Incremental Measure and Cost Analysis to
better understand the types of improvements and corresponding costs that would be neces-
sary for projects to meet the proposed MVGBC (see Attachment 7—Green Building
Incremental Measure and Cost Analysis). The projects reviewed include 220 View Street, a
22-unit condominium development; and 331 Fairchild Drive, an 87,000 square foot commer-
cial office development. These projects were chosen because they are representative projects
designed without the use of green building rating systems, and their building permit plans
were available for review. The analysis shows that these projects could have been designed
and constructed to meet the proposed MVGBC with a 1 percent construction cost increase.
Importantly, some of the improvements that were calculated for the projects to meet the
MVGBC are either already City policy, part of the State-mandated CalGreen Code or common
trends found in new development in Mountain View.

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

CalGreen Code Section 101.7.1 provides that for a city to make necessary changes to the
CalGreen Code, it must make findings for each amendment, addition or deletion based upon
climactic, topographical or geological conditions, including local environmental conditions as
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established by the city. Staff recommends that the City find that the amendments to CalGreen
are necessary due the following local environmental conditions:

1.

Climate Change: The City finds that climate change is a global and local environmental
condition. On November 3, 2009, in response to climate change, the City Council
approved community-wide Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets which align with the
provisions of California Assembly Bill 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act). The develop-
ment of the MVGBC is identified in the Mountain View Environmental Sustainability
Action Plan (ESAP) as an action to reduce greenhouse gases. The proposed MVGBC
amendments include provisions that administer and improve energy efficiency, preserve
natural resources, encourage the use of sustainable materials, manage waste and reduce
other direct and indirect causes of climate change.

Limited Water Supply: The City finds that limited water supply is a local environmental
condition. On October 31, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
made a unilateral decision to limit the water supply available from the San Francisco
Regional Water System to the City of San Francisco and to the Bay Area Water Supply
and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) member agencies until at least 2018. The pro-
posed MVGBC amendments include provisions that administer and improve outdoor
and indoor water reduction.

Existing City Policy Addressing I.ocal Environmental Conditions: The City finds that, as
a result of local environmental conditions, other existing City policies have been incorpo-
rated into CalGreen by reference, such as storm water management and waste
management.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This ordinance is not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to
Section 15061(b)(1) as the project is statutorily exempt from CEQA under Section 15308, as it
is an action by a regulatory agency for the protection of the environment and as it assures the
maintenance, restoration, enhancement or protection of the environment where the regula-
tory process involves procedures for protection of the environment.

CONCLUSION

The proposed MVGBC was formed with key input from the Technical Advisory Group and
meets the overall goal of the Phase Il recommendations for maintaining regional consistency
of green building standards across local jurisdictions within Santa Clara County. Staff
believes that the MVGBC is enforceable, environmentally effective and not overly burden-
some to the development community.
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NEXT STEPS

If approved by the City Council, the next steps in this process include submitting a formal
application to the CEC with the cost-effectiveness study and filing findings with the BSC for
the proposed amendments. The improved energy requirements and Cost-Effectiveness
Analysis must be approved by the CEC prior to the amendments becoming effective, and the
approval process takes 45 to 90 days. Once the CEC approves the application, staff will
return to the City Council for a second reading. Staff estimates the second reading will occur
in June 2011 with a 30-day effective date following the second reading. No approval is
necessary from the BSC.

OPTIONS
1.  Modify any section or language within the proposed MVGBC ordinance.
2. Do not approve the proposed MVGBC ordinance and findings to the BSC.

PUBLIC NOTICING—Agenda posting.

Prepared by:

Noah Downing gt

Assistant Planner Community Development Director
/ .

Lindsay Hagan Kevin C. Duggan

Planning Intern City Manager

Chlef Building Official
ND-LH-AG/5/CAM/896-03-22-11M-EA
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6. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
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Summary

The proposed Mountain View Reach Code cost-benefit analysis shows that all of the
prototype buildings, except the small retail and the medium size office, have a payback
of less than 15 years and a positive return on investment over a 15-year period. For
small retail and medium size office prototypes, there is a 16.7 and 17.7-year simple
payback, respectively, and a negative return on investment when using a 15-year
analysis period. The degree to which the identified payback periods are acceptable to
different property owners or developers is dependant on a number of factors including
the sources of equity, ownership time horizon and overall investment strategy. However
these results are well within the 30-year range recommended by the California Energy
Commission and are consistent with the general objective of the energy investment
being returned within the average life of the materials, systems, and equipment.
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Background

At the request of the City of Mountain View Community Development Department,
Global Green conducted an analysis of two development projects that were approved by
the City within the past five years, to determine what aspects of the project design would
need to be altered for the projects to meet the proposed green building ordinance.

The proposed ordinance augments existing City planning and building codes (including
the State of California Cal Green code that went into effect on January 1, 2011). The
purpose of the green building ordinance is to reduce resource use, create healthier living
and working environments, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and foster a consistent
regulatory approach between the City of Mountain View and other public agencies in
Santa Clara County.

The proposed green building ordinance requires that new development projects and

substantial additions and tenant improvements meet the intent of the LEED™  green
building rating system or, for residential projects, the Green Point Rated system.

This analysis was conducted for two recently permitted projects that are considered to
be representative of future development:

e 220 View Street, an approximately 30,600 sq.ft. 22-unit multi-family development
e 331 Fairchild Drive, an approximately 87,100 sq.ft. commercial office
development

The LEED® rating system was used for the analysis. A non-residential project must
meet all seven prerequisites and earn at least 40 points to be eligible for certification. A
residential project must meet all 19 prerequisites and earn at least 50 points to be able
to earn certification.

Methodology

Global Green received the set of building plans for each project that was used for final -
permitting. The plans included architectural, civil engineering, mechanical, electrical,
plumbing and landscape architecture. Global Green reviewed the plans to assess two
levels of building performance:

1) the level of LEED® certification (if any) that the projects would be able to achieve
based on the current design and specifications
2) what would need to be changed for the projects to comply with the minimum

proposed standard of meeting the intent of LEED® at the Certified level

In reviewing the plans, Global Green used the current versions of the rating systems:
LEED® for Building Design and Construction™ (V 3.0) and Homes™ (V 2008). The
LEED for Building Design and Construction™ was use for 331 Fairchild Drive. The
LEED for Homes™ for low-rise residential projects was used for 220 View Street.

! LEED is a trademark owned by the U.S. Green Building Council.
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Each of the prerequisites and credits in the respective LEED® rating systems were
reviewed and a determination was made on whether the plans and specifications
provided sufficient documentation to meet the prerequisite or earn the credit. Building
code requirements that went into effect on January 1, 2011, most notably the Cal Green
code, were taken into consideration when making determlnatlons about prerequisites
and credits. A current LEED BD&C™ and Homes™ checklist was used to conduct and
document the analysis. The LEED BD&C™ and Homes™ Reference Manuals were
used to clarify specific credit criteria and determine the application to the specific
projects.

Based on the above credit-by-credit analysis, a determlnatlon was made about the ability

of the project as currently design to earn LEED certification. The outcomes of this
analysis became the base case for building in Mountain View. The next step was to

identify which LEED credits could be expanded (several credits offer a tiered point
structure) or new credits added, to either enable the project to earn certification or to
increase the level of certification.

Findings
Analysis of Current Design

Based on the plans and specifications neither project, as currently designed, would be
able to achieve certlflcatlon at even the lowest level of LEED . Both projects are not in
compliance with LEED prerequisites in the areas of energy performance, mechanical
system design, and field verification of proper building envelope and HVAC system
installation. Neither of the projects achieved sufficient credits to be able to reach the
threshold for the lowest level of LEED™ certification. The results of the analysis of the

current project design are summarized in Table 1 (See Attachment 1: 331 Fairchild Drive
Current Design and Attachment 3: 220 View Street Current Design for more details).

Table 1: LEED Compliance Summary — Current Project Design
220 View Street 331 Fairchiild Drive
Residential Non-Residential
LEEDWRating System | Homes™ Building Design and
_ Construction™
Prerequisites 19 8
Required
Prerequisites Earned 6 5
Prerequisites Met No No
Points Required for 445 40
Certification (with home size
adjustment)
Points Earned 40.5 22
Meets Intent of LEED No No

Modifications Needed to Meet Intent of LEED Certification
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To be able to meet the intent of LEED® certification both projects would be required to
improve energy performance to 15% better than the 2008 Building Energy Eff|¢|ency
Standards in Title 24, Part 6. Energy performance better than code minimum is a

LEED prerequisite. This will require both additional design and the specification of a
more energy efficient building envelope and systems. The landscape plans would also
need to be modified to further reduce water use. Additional mechanical system design
would also be reqmred for both 220 View Street and 331 Fairchild Drive, in order to

verify that LEED Indoor Environmental Quality prerequisites are met.

To earn points for increased water efficiency, higher efficiency fixtures would need to be
specified. Other upgrades that would be required are the specification of
environmentally preferable building products, including recycled-content and locally
manufactured materials and specifying mechanical equipment refrigerants that are free
of HCFCs.

Both projects would also need to include stormwater management systems to capture
and/or treat stormwater before it leaves the site. Increased construction and demolition
waste diversion, an increase from 50% to 75% diversion, would also be required. The
City currently has stormwater management and diversion requirements in place so

achieving the LEED® prerequisites would be an augmentation of current practice, rather
than the introduction of completely new requirements.

In construction, both projects would need to include additional construction verification
measures. For 331 Fairchild Drive these would include additional commissioning,
monitoring and verification of energy performance. For 220 View Street, the additional
measures are the HERS (Home Energy Rating System) verifications that are included in
the basic energy prerequisite: Quality Insulation Installation, Duct Leakage, and
Refrigerant Charge. (See Attachment 2: 331 Fairchild Drive Certified Level and
Attachment 4: 220 View Street Certified Level for more details).

Estimate Additional Costs

A summary of the estimated costs of the upgrades is provided in Table 2. The costs are
based on assumptions for additional design time and field verification and the
incremental cost of the energy system upgrades and environmentally preferable
materials. Note that these costs are for design, construction, and field verification
modifications only. The costs do not include the cost for preparing and submitting
certification documentation to the U.S. Green Building Council, because the proposed
ordinance does not require formal certification.

Table 2: Incremental Costs of Upgrades to Achieve Intent of LEED Certified

220 View Street 331 Fairchild Drive

30,600 sf. Residential 87,100 sf. Non-Residential
Design’ $4,000 $10,000
Energy Systems® $12,240 $100,165
Materials® ___$15,600 $43,550
Construction $1,000 $25,000
Verification* (HERS) (Commissioning, M&V)
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Verification* (HERS) (Commissioning, M&V)
Total Incremental Cost $32,840 $178,715
Cost/Sq.Ft.° - $1.07 $2.05
Percent Cost Increase 5% 1%
1. Assumes 40 and 100 hours at an average cost of $100/hr.
2. Based on Mountain View Energy Reach Code Cost-Effectiveness Study:
$1.15/sf for non-res, $0.40/sf for residential
3. Assumes average incremental cost of $0.50/sq.ft.
4. Based on typical costs for current Global Green projects
5. Assumes $200 per square foot average cost of construction

Summary

It is feasible for both projects to meet the intent of LEeD® certification through
modifications to the current project design and additions to the construction monitoring
and verification processes. The estimated incremental cost increases are consistent
with incremental cost studies such as the Cost of Green Building Revisited (Davis
Langdon, 2007) that determine that the incremental cost of achieving LEED

certification range from 0% to 5% of total construction costs, with most projects
experiencing 3% or less of an increase in costs.
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